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Commissioner of Patents 
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Alexandria, V.A. 22313-1450 

PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Sir: 

This is in response to the Examiner's Final Office Action mailed August 6, 2007 (the "Final Office 
Action"). 

Please note that a Notice of Appeal and the appropriate fee have been filed with this Request. 

The following are the errors in the Examiner's rejections and/or the Examiner's omissions of one or 
more essential elements needed for a prima facie rejection for which the Applicant respectfully 
requests review: 

First : On pages 3-4 of the Final Office Action the Examiner has rejected independent Claim 1 under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over United States Patent No. 6,523,024 to Yajima et al. 
("Yajima") in view of "The Digital Magazine ofInfoVis.net: Focus + Content" by Juan C. Dursteler 
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("Dursteler"), United States Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0044154 by Baar et al. 
("Baar"), and United States Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0052896 by Higgins et al. 
("Higgins"). For reference, Claim 1 recites the following (underlining added for emphasis): 

1 . (Previously Presented) A method for editing a multi-layer original image displayed on a 

display screen, comprising: 

in response to receiving an indication to edit a region of said original image, 
distorting a portion of a first layer of said original image to produce a distorted image 
for said region , said distorted image including a magnified region having a 
magnification for said region at least partially surrounded by an at least partially 
compressed region where said magnification decreases to that of said original image 
to provide context for said magnified region with respect to said original image; 
overlaying said distorted image on said region in a second undistorted layer of said 
original image to produce an overlaid image and displaying said overlaid image on 
said display screen to replace display of said original image, said distorted image at 
least partially surrounded by non-overlaid portions of said second undistorted layer 
in said overlaid image; and, 

upon completion of editing of said overlaid image, selectively propagating edits 
made to said first layer through to said second undistorted layer of said original 



On pages 3-4 of the Final Office Action the Examiner states the following concerning Yajima: 

"Regarding independent claim 1 , Yajima teaches a method for editing a multi-layer original 
image displayed on a display screen (Figure 19) , comprising in response to receiving an 
indication to edit a region of said original image (column 7, line 56 - column 8, lines 9: 
information lens and magnifying lens functions ), distorting a portion of a first layer of said 
original image to produce a distorted image for said region ( column 7, line 56 - column 8, 
lines 9: the second image information is displayed in a form modified) , said distorted image 
including a magnified region having a magnification for said region (Figure 19: the box 
representing a magnified view of the second image information ) . . . Yajima teaches 
overlaying said distorted image on said region (column 7, line 56 - column 8, lines 9: the 
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second image information) in a second undistorted layer ( column 7, line 56 - column 8, lines 
9: the first image information) of said original image to produce an overlaid image and 
displaying said overload image on said display screen to replace display of said original 
image (Figure 19). said distorted image at least partially surrounded by non-overlaid 
portions of said second undistorted layer in said overlaid image (figure 19). " 

FIG. 18 of Yajima is closely related to FIG. 19 of Yajima. Both of these figures are reproduced 
below for reference. 



What FIG. 18 of Yajima 



having a "first image 
information" 1018 and a 
"second image information" 
1033a. The first image 
information 1018 and the 
second image information 
1033a are shown at the same 
level of magnification in FIG. 
18. However, the second 
image information 1033 
includes more detail (i.e., 
items 1071a to 1077a) than 
the first image information 




What FIG. 19 of Yajima shows is a presentation also having the first image information 1018 and 
the second image information 1033a. In FIG. 19, the second image information 1033a is magnified 
and includes even more detail (i.e., items 1068a and 1069a) than is shown in the second image 



information 1033a of FIG. 18. In FIG. 
1 9, the second image information 1033a 
appears as an inset magnifier. 

The first and second image 
informations 1018, 1033a simply 
present different levels of detail of the 
same original image or layer . That is, 
the second image information 1033a 
may present additional information 
(e.g., items 1068a and 1069a) recovered 
from a database for the area of the first 
image information 1018 that it covers. 
It is apparent from FIGS. 18-19 of 
Yajima that the first and second image 
informations 1018, 1033a pertain to a single layer. In other words, the first and second image 
informations 1018, 1033a do not present different layers of the same original image. The first and 
second image informations 1018, 1033a are not a "first layer" and a "second undistorted layer" as 
recited in Claim 1. 

Therefore, Yajima, Dursteler, Baar, and Higgins do not teach or suggest those elements of previous 
Claim 1 that recite: "distorting a portion of a first layer of said original image to produce a distorted 
image for said region"; "overlaying said distorted image on said region in a second undistorted layer 
of said original image to produce an overlaid image and displaying said overlaid image on said 
display screen to replace display of said original image, said distorted image at least partially 
surrounded by non-overlaid portions of said second undistorted layer in said overlaid image"; and, 
"upon completion of editing of said overlaid image, selectively propagating edits made to said first 
layer through to said second undistorted layer of said original image". 

As such, the prior art references cited by the Examiner do not teach or suggest all the limitations of 
Claim 1 (see MPEP Section 2143: "Basic Requirements of a Prima Facie Case of Obviousness"). 
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Consequently , the Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not established a prima facie 
case of obviousness against Claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Second : On page 4 of the Final Office Action the Examiner states the following concerning Higgins 
and Claim 1 : "Higgins discloses whenever a chance [change] occurs on one map, the system causes 
the same change to occur on the other map (paragraph 1 10). It would have been obvious to modify 
Yajima's system to modify one map and propagate changes to other maps." However, Higgins does 
not pertain to image distortion. A search for the word "distort" within the text of the on-line version 
of Higgins found no hits. That is, Higgins does not even mention the word "distort" (or distorting, 
etc.). What Higgins pertains to is synchronizing map images. 

Therefore, and noting that the "overlaid image" of Claim 1 includes a "distorted image", Higgins, 
Yajima, Dursteler, and Baar do not teach or suggest that element of Claim 1 that recites: " upon 
completion of editing of said overlaid image, selectively propagating edits made to said first layer 
through to said second undistorted layer of said original image ". 

As such, the prior art references cited by the Examiner do not teach or suggest all the limitations of 
Claim 1 (see MPEP Section 2143: "Basic Requirements of a Prima Facie Case of Obviousness"). 
Consequently, the Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not established a prima facie 
case of obviousness against Claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

The Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. 

Respectfully submitted, 
McCarthy Tetrault LLP 

Date: October 25, 2007 
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